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CHAPTER I 
THE SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
1. The Purpose 
Among today's educators, there are many adherents to 
the principle of pupil participation in classroom planning. 
Supporters of this practice use as their most important 
argUP1ent a belief that this type of participation provides 
for training in, and develops an appreciation of, our demo-
cratic way of life. 
In the more highly departmentalized teac~ing in the 
secondary grade levels, the most important goal of the social 
studies program would appear to be identical with the fore-
mentioned purpose for permitting pupil parti cipation in 
planning. Therefore, social studies teachers in particular, 
it would seem, would be those teachers most immediately 
interested in incorporating such a practice, though teachers 
in all areas are interested in the perpetuation of democratic 
insti tu tiona. 
In this survey, an attempt has been made to determine; 
1. Approximately what proportion of selected junior 
high-school teachers of social studies permit pupil 
participation in classroom planning 
2. The extent to which such planning is used 
3. The reasons for which it in some instances is not 
used. 
2. Method of Gathering Data 
Nationwwide survey coverage.~ To make certain that 
information was not obtained predominantly from any one geo-
graphical area of the nation, a questionnaire was sent to 
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the social studies department of at least one junior high 
school in every state, although more questionnaires were 
mailed to the more populous states than to the less populous 
ones. A total of 101 questionnaires were mailed to junior 
high schools selected at random from a secondary school 
directory. Three questionnaires were returned with an indio~ 
tion in .each case that the school is no longer in operation. 
Of the 98 schools actually contacted, questionnaires were 
returned from 59. 
Two sections in questionnaire.~ Since this survey was 
an attempt to determine the reasons for which some teachers 
do not use pupil-teacher planning as well as to determine 
the extent to which adherents of the principle actually do 
use it in their classrooms, the questionnaire of necessity 
was separated into two sections. 
Section One . ....... In section one there were check list items 
to determine the following about each respondent: (1) loc~ 
tion, (2) present grade level of teaching, (3) sex, (4) ed .... 
ucation background, (5) experience, (6) type of social 
studies program he now teaches, (7) type of class grouping 
in his school, (8) average size of each of his classes, 
3 
(9) average length of each class period, (10) number of times 
he meets each class weekly, (11) whether or not he uses 
pupil-teacher planning, and (12) his reasons, if any, for 
opposing the practice. 
Since respondents of both points of view on the subject 
of pupil participation in planning used the section one check-
lists, the returns were segregated into t wo groups which 
represented favorable and unfavorable opinions about pupil~ 
teacher planning. 
As will be explained in detail later, an attempt was 
made to determine whether or not any items in section one 
appeared to influence a teacher' s philosophy regarding this 
practice. 
Section two. ~" Section two was to have been done by 
only those teachers who indicated in item 13 in section one 
that they permit pupils to share in planning. In this 
section was a checklist including: 
1. Items representing various degrees of pupil partici-
pation in planning 
2. Items representing observations which teachers could 
~elect if those teachers had changed from strictly 
teacher planning to pupil~teacher planning 
3. Miscellaneous questions regarding such topics as 
the eff ect of prior experience in group planning 
methods upon the pupils, and \vhether or not the 
respondent democratizes to a greater extent his 
classroom procedures as the year progresses. 
4. Opinions as to the most valid methods which might be 
used to evaluate the degree of improvement t hat is 
brought about by allowing pupils to sha re in plan-
ning. 
4 
~yace for comments.-- At the end of the questionnaire, 
space was provided for comments by all respondents regardless 
of views. 
3. Method of Organizing Data 
Comparison of segregated returns by checklist item 
frequencies.-- Once returns were segregated according 
to vieitvS for or against pupil participation in planning, 
comparisons were made a~ong the responses checked for each 
question on a p ercentage basis in section one except item 14, 
\vhich, by its nature, could have been answered by only t hose 
opposed to pupil-teacher planning. This was done to discover 
which factors, if any, might appear to determine a teacher's 
philosophy on the subject. Tables 'tvhich shmv the results 
of these tabulations appear in chapter 2. 
Determining the degree of pupil participation.-- Section 
2 was, as explained earlier, to have been ans1-.rered by only 
those who indicated they make use of pupil-teacher pla.nning . 
The first checklist in this section included items indica ting 
different ways in which pupils are allowed to share in the 
planning. The list was arranged to determine whether pupils 
were permitted to share in such broad planning as helpi ng 
to determine the units to be studied, or a smaller scope 
of participation such as selecting their own respective 
projects within a teacher-prescribed unit. This part of 
section two included 10 checklist items. 
Of these 10 items, however, three items pepresented 
a degree of participation which is much wider than is repre~ 
sented by the other seven items. These items referred to 
opportunity for pupil selection ofl 
1. The sequence of units to be studied for the year 
2. Each unit as a need arises during the year 
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3. The sequence of topics "l'ITi thin a course of study \'lhich 
requires those specific topics. 
Therefore, there was also a tabulation made to obtain 
a comparison by sex, educational background, grade levels now 
being taught, and teaching experience of the number of respond" 
ents who permit any one or a combination of these wider 
degrees of pupil participation in planning. 
Obtaining views of those who changed to group planning 
procedures.-- Item 16 in section two asked, 11 In your experience 
of teaching social studies, have you always permitted pupil 
participation in planning?" 
Then item 17 provided for a checklist of seven items 
which those who answered item 16 affirmatively were to have 
6 
completed. These items represented different improvements 
1.vhich a teacher who changed from teacher planning to pupil.,;.; 
teacher planning might have observed as a result of having 
made the change. The frequencies of these items are compared. 
Determining importance to pupil of prior experience in 
QUpil-teacher planning.~ Many teachers who do not use pupil-
teacher planning methods have been k.n01vn to state that they 
could use such practices if their pupils: had~ had: previous· 
expe.rience .with that type of classroom procedure. To deter-
mine whether or not this prior experience is helpful to other 
teachers who are known to use that type of planning, item 
18 in the questionnaire in section two was worded• "Do you 
believe pupils show better participation in classroom planning 
if they have had experience of this sort 1vi th previous 
·teachers'l 11 
The frequencies of negative and affirmative answers 
have been compared. 
Rest of section two of questionnaire.-- In the remaining 
two questions of section two, the teachers were asked 'tvhether 
or not the classroom practices became more democratic as 
the year progressed, and they were asked to state what they 
believe to be the most valid methods that may be used to 
evaluate the degree of improvement that is achieved by per-
mitting pupils to share in planning. The results of the 
answers to these questions have been tabulated. 
4. Related Literature 
Many of the items that appeared in the questionnaire 
were the result of this writer 1s reading of some of the val-
uable literature that has been written on this subject. 
A definition of 11pupil-teacher planning".-- When the 
questionnaire was being prepared, and later when the returns 
were being tabulated, the fact that there are· considerable 
differences in the degree to which pupils are permitted 
to participate in classroom planning was brought to mind. 
Perhaps it Iti.ght be well in considering what some sources 
of available literature say about this topic to quote one 
authorls definition of the term "pupil-teacher planning ". 
'' ~ . 
Rehage tells of his experiment with eighth grade 
social studies pupils at the University of Chicago Labora-
tory School in which he sought a comparisop of the effect 
of teacher-directed and pupil-teacher planning procedures~ 
7 
In his article he stated that the practices associated 
with the term 11 pupil-teacher planning 11 vary widely. He also 
writes, 11 For the purpose of the experiment which is bri efly 
reported here, cooperative planning among pupils and teacher 
is regarded as a method by which a problem-oriented, experi-
1/Kenneth J. Rehage, 11A Comparison of Pupil-Teacher Plan-
ning and Teacher-Directed Procedures in Eighth Grade Social 
Studies Classes, "'1J.burnal of Educational Research (July, 1951), 
45:111..,..115 
mental minded group can determine its goals and direct its 
efforts toward the achievement of those goals." 
8 
Views of different authors on desired degree of pupil 
participation in planning.-J narrower vielv of pupil-teacher 
planning is given by Burton who states, "Planning with and 
by pupils in a subject matter unit is limited. Toh ese units 
are typically planned in advance. Pupil participation will 
usua~ly be confined to dividing the work of finding ahd anaM 
lyzing sources, compiling material in answer to questions 
assigned, arranging for presentation of summaries to the whole 
group, planning and conducting group discussions. Some teach~ 
era give pupils much opportunity to assist in making up quizzes 
or tests, and in creating better type evaluation instruments." 
Miel gives a broad view of pupil-teaching planning as 
she lvri tes, 11 Teachers help children still more when they 
widen the range of planning and give children opportunity 
to make short-term plans within cooperatively.-.developed 
w long-range plans." 
A caution that democracy in a classroom does not mean 
that the pupils may choose to do whatever they '\vish without 
limitations is given by Hurcell. He states, 11 The well-meaning 
;(William H. Burton, The Guidance of Learning Activities, 
• Appleton-Century Co.', Inc., New York and London, 1944, 
pp. 28~81. 
g/Alice Miel and Associates, .C,eoperati ve Procedures in Learn..,.. 
ing, Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia Univers~ 
1ty, New York, 1952, pp. 1-31, 256~280, 300, 498. 
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teacher supposes that democracy means letting everyone decide 
on everything, irrespective of motivation, maturity, reliability, 
or competence. Democracy is neither permissive nor auto .... 
cratic. It is rational, and its rule depend~ on shared unde~ 
JJ 
standing." 
Importance of earlier pupil training in group planning . ~~ 
The extent to which pupils are permitted to share in class-
room planning may have to depend upon, at least for awh ile, 
their previous experiences with t h is type of learning. 
An important question which was in the questionnaire 
was 11Do you believe pupils show better participation in 
classroom planning if they have had an experience of this 
sort withprevious teachers?" 
Ronald P. Daly, supervisor of elementary education in 
the New York State education department, writes, 11 Just how 
much responsibility can be given to the children at any 
grade level depends, of course, on their background of 
experience in this sort of planning and on their maturity. 
Children who lack this background may misunderstand the 
purposes of pupil-teacher planning and assume that they have 
Z:l been given freedom to do as they please." 
~James L. ~ ~rs ell, Principles of Education, W. W. Norton and 
Oo., Inc., New York, !934, PP• 3'7, 5s;;;;'74 · · 
g/Ronald P. Daly, 11Pupil ..... Teacher Planning," The Education 
Digest (December, 1955), 21!38-9 
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A similar view is taken by Baxter, Lewis, and Cross who 
write, 11With guidance and continuing practice, self-purposing 
matures. If from nursery school throughout the elementary 
school period, children are given opportunities for having 
a hand in determin~ng classroom activities, they grow to 
assume an amazing degree of initiative and cooperative con-
1/ 
cern for the work of the classroom and for their m>~n progress~,.--
Use of grouE planning in industry.~- All the writers 
who deal with this topic are in a broad general agreement 
as to the purposes of pupil-teacher planning. These goals 
are referred to in the checklist items of the questionnaire. 
DeZafra compares the use of group planning in the class~ 
room with its use in industry. He ... vrites, "Pupil participa-
tion in the planning of classroom procedures is thoroughly 
in line with practices already current in enlightened corpor~ 
tiona where increased employeeeparticipation has paid off 
&' in many ways to all concerned." 
Subject matter achievement vvi th EUEil--teacher Elanning.-
Opportunity was given in the questionnaire which was used in 
connection vvi th this thesis for teachers who had changed from 
i?Bernice Baxter, Gertrude M. Lewis, and Gertrude 1>1. Cross, 
~e Role of Elementary Eaucation, D. c. Heath and Co., Boston, 
1952, pp. 140 .... 45 
,g/Carlos DeZafra, Jr., "Three Steps to Pupil-Teacher Plan-
ning,'' !he Clear,ing House (April, 1951), 25:451-4 
ll 
teacher•directed planning to pupil-teacher planning to indi-
cate whether or not greater subject matter achievement 
resulted from the change. 
Rehage, in telling of his experiment with t1.vo eighth 
grade social studies classes at the University of C~icago 
Laboratory School which lasted for 30 weeks, explains hmv 
the two groups were matched on the bas:is of scores on three 
criterion tests, intelligence quotients, and an acceptance-
rejection index obtained from sociometric data. He served 
as teacher for both groups. 
In the experimental group the pupils and teacher together 
worked out the particular objecti ve.s to be attained ana_ the 
means to be used to attain them. He writes that plans 
developed in the experimental group were used by the teacher 
also in the control group, but the latter group had no oppor~ 
tunity to participate in their formulation. Thus, both 
groups carried out the same set of actrivities and spent 
approximately the same amount of time doing do. The aim 
was to have the groups differ only in the way in which the 
plans 1.vere initiated. 
Included in what Rehage wrote about his findings from 
this experiment is the following: 
"The results of the year's experience indicated 
that there was no significant difference bet\veen the two 
groups in the amount of social studies subject matter 
learned. 
11 The sociometric data, t-vhen combined in the form 
of the acceptance-rejection index. for each pupil, did 
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not reveal any significant differences between the exper-
iments~ and control groups. However, sociograms drawn 
on the basis of first and second choices for friends 
indicated that the internal structure of the experimental 
group had undergone a more thorough modification than 
that in the control group during the period of. the 
experiment. 11 1/ 
Importance of the teacher 1 s personality in group plan-
ning methods.-- In chapter 2 there will be an analysis of 
data which will attempt to determine whether or not certain 
key background factors influence a teacher 1 s viewpoint on the 
subject of pupil-teacher planning. 
Since, according to figures that 1-vill be shown there, 
teachers in a number ot cases with similar key background . 
factors show opposing views on the use of pupil-teacher 
planning procedures, the personality of the teacher, which the 
questionnaire associated with this thesis was not equipped 
to investigate, is of unquestioned importance in shaping 
the practices which that teacher uses. 
Lindberg states, 11 The role of the teacher is to help 
children understand and use the group process. The process 
is dynamic. Hence a teacher must be very flexible •••• There 
is no one type o~ teacher i1Tho is best fitted to help children 
work cooperatively, for children gain much from working 
gj 
with people of widely varying backgrounds." 
1/ Kenneth J. Rehage, op. cit., p. 114 
g/ Lucille Lindberg, The Democratic Classroom, Bureau of Pub-
lications, Teachers College, Columbia University, New York, 
1954, pp. 105 .... 6. 
13 
She also states that the development of a flexible per-
sonali ty and techniques for 'tvorking \'lith groups are depend.en t 
upon each other. She continues, 11 No series of steps can be 
prescribed for developing either. Personality is augmented 
in a dynami c situation as one uses the group process. Tech-
niques are cUscovered as one 1.;orks to improve the group 
situation. Personality, techniques, process---all are dynamic 
and interactive. If the development of any one is held back, 
all are stunted. ,;/ 
5. Summary 
The purpose of the survey upon 'l.vhich this thesis is 
based was to determine: · 
1. The proportion of social studies teachers in junior 
high schools ~n1o use pupil-teacher planning 
2. The extent to which such planning is permitted 
3. The reasons for which some teachers do not use that 
procedure. 
A survey \'las sent to 98 schools, from which 59 replies 
were made. The schools represent all sections of the nation. 
The questionnaire was divid ed into two major sections 
with all respondents answering aection one, one question of 
which required an affirmative or negative ans1ver as to whether 
or not the respondent was using a pupil-teacher planning 
procedure. For those not using it, a checklist was provided 
1/Lucille Lindberg, ou. cit., p. 107 
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for the indicating of reasons for which the respondent might 
be opposed to the practice. 
Section two was for only those respondents who indicated 
they do use pupil-teacher planning. In this section an attempt 
was made to determine the extent to which these teachers 
permit pupil participation in planning. 
The items in the questionnaire were obtained from many 
reading sources. The various writers whose books and articles 
were consulted are in a broad, general agreement as to tl1e 
purposes of the group planning method, though not necessarily 
as to the degree to which pupil participation in such planning 
ought to be permitted. 
CHAPTER II 
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES 
1. Differing Viewpoints on 
Pupil-Teacher Planning 
The tables which appear in this chapter will reveal 
that teachers are rather sharply divided on the subject 
of pupil-teacher planning, and that among those who favor 
the method, there are varying degrees to which pupil parti-
cipation in planning is encouraged. 
The data in this chapter have been tabulated from the 
results of 59 questionnaires which were completed by junior 
high-school social studies teachers from different parts 
of the nation. 
To the question, 11 Do you permit any pupil participation 
in the planning of the activities that occur in your social 
studies classes? 11 , 34 stated they do and25 reported that they 
do not. 
2. Comparative Influence of Key 
Background Factors in the Formation 
of These Viewpoints 
Some factors seem to be influential in determining a 
teacherls opinion on this subject while others appear not 
-15-
to be influential. --In some cases a factor seems important 
in determining the views of a teacher according to that 
teacherrs sex. 
Grades now teaching.-- The first item each respondent 
was asked to check was the grade level he or she is now 
16 
teaching. The purpose of this was to try to determine whether 
or not classroom planning is inclined to be more teacher-cen-
tered the higher the grade level that is being taught. 
Table 1. A Comparison of Social Studies Teachers' Planning 
Practices according to Grade Levels They are 
now Teaching 
Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Teacher P anning Planninp-
Grade No1¥ Teaching 
Frequency Per Oen Frequency Per Oen 
(1) (2) (3) ( 4) 15J 
r( • ••••••••••••••••• 3 12 3 9 
8 • •................ 4 16 6 17 
9 • •..............•. 6 24 5 15 
7 end 8~ •.......... 6 24 11 32 
7, 8, and 9 •••••••• 3 12 4 12 
8 and 9 •••... .....• 1 4 1 3 
7 and 9 •••... ••.... 0 0 2 6 
No response •••••••• 2 8 2 6 
Total ••.... ...... 25 100 34 100 
The tabulations in table 1 indicate no strongly posi-
tive correlation between a teacher1 s grade level assignment 
within a junior high school and her views on pupil~teacher 
planning. 
t 
1'7 
Degrees earned.-- An attempt has been made in table 2 
to determine wh ether or not the degrees a teacher has earned 
influence her views on the subject of pupil-teacher planning. 
Table 2. A Comparison of Social Studies Teacherst Planning 
Practices according to Degrees Earned 
Extent of Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Teacher Planning Planni ng 
Study 
•' Per Cent Per Ce nt Frequency Frequency 
(1) (2) (3) (4) r5T 
No d egree ••••.•• : •• 1 4 2 6 
Bachelor's degree •• 14 56 10 29 
Mas t er's degree •••• 
Work beyond master1e 
6 24 6 18 
. degree ••••••••••• 4 16 14 41 
No response ••••••.. 0 0 2 6 
Total •...... ..... 25 100 34 100 
In table 2 there is some correlation bet1-reen t he level 
of s t udying a teacher has done and his or h er class r oom prac-
tices regarding pupil-teacher planning. Of those wh o reported 
tha.~ they do not use the pupil-teacher planning met hod, 60 
per cent do not have a masterfs degree fompared tvith 35 
p er cent of t hose who d o per mi t pup il-teacher planning . On 
the other hand, 59 per cent of t h ose 1vho do us e pupil-teacher 
planning have a masterls degree or hi gher compared with 
40 per cent of t hose who do not p errni t t he practic e lTho have 
done a similar amount of study. 
18 
The biggest difference, of course, is among those teachers 
who have done work beyond a master 1 s degree. Of the 18 
respondents who have studied beyond a master 1 s degree, 14 
use pupil-teacher planning procedures. Furthermore, 41 
per cent of all respondents who use pupil-teacher planning 
have worked beyond a master 1 s degree, whereas only 16 per 
cent of those who do not use pupil-teacher planning have 
worked beyond that level of study. 
Semester hours in education.-- To keep the questionnaire 
as simple as possible, the types of bachelor's or master's 
degrees were not segregated in the checklist. Furthermore, 
11 work beyond a master's 11 was meant to include those i'lho have 
obtained a doctorate degree. 
However, a separate question was asked about the approx~ 
imate number of semester hours the respondent has earned 
in education. These were grouped in brackets of l:€k hours 
to make tabulation of responses easier. 
Table 3. A Comparison of Social Studies Teachers• Planning 
Practices according to Semester Hours Earned in 
Education 
Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Tea cher 
Hours Earned Teacher Planning Planning 
in Education 
Frequency Per Cent Frequency Per Cent 
{1) {2J (3) (4) {5) 
Under 10 ••••••• 0 0 0 0 
11 ... 20 •.......•• 4 16 3 9 
21-30 . ........• 8 32 6 18 
31-'40 •••..•..•• 6 24 10 29 
41 or over ••••• 7 28 12 35 
No response •••• 0 0 3 9 
Total •••••••• 25 100 34 100 
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This table indicates that 64 per cent of the respondents 
vlho use pupil-teacher planning have acquired_ 31 or more 
semester hours in education, 'lrlhereas 52 per cent of t hose 
who do not use pupil-teacher planning have acquired 31 or 
more semester hours in education. Furthermore, 22 of the 
35 respondents who have acquired 31 or more semester hours 
use pupil-teacher planning, and 12 of the 19 who ha ve earned 
41 or more semester hours in education use the procedure. 
Total years of teaching eXperience.-- To determine 
\vhether or not a teacher's philosophy might have become 
rigid because of extensive experience, along with an advance 
in age, respondents were asked to indicate their total years 
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of teaching experience regardless of grade levels. The num-
bers of years were grouped in intervals of five. 
Table 4. A Comparison of Social Studies Teachers 1 Planning 
Practices according to Total Years of Teaching 
Experience 
Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Teacher Planning Planning 
Total Years 
of Experience 
Frequency Per Cent Frequency Per Cent 
(lJ (2) _(3J (4) (5) 
0-5 ..•.....•••• 5 20 5 15 
6.-10 ••.•.....•• 5 20 5 15 
ll--15 •........• 3 12 4 12 
1(3....20e ••••••••• 3 12 2 6 
21~25 ••. .....•• 1 4 6 17 
26 or over ••••• 8 32 11 32 
No response •••• 0 0 1 3 
ToteJ. •••....• 25 100 34 100 
When this questionnaire was being prepared, this ques-
tion \vas included 'tiTi th the expectation that if there 1..rere to 
be any correlation it vmuld be of a negative nature bet'tveen 
the frequency of the number of years of experience and the 
respective per cents of the teachers within each five-year 
bracltet \iho would indicate a use of pup il-teacher pla n n i ng . 
Actually, for those v.ri th 20 years or less exp eri ence, 
the table sho1vs no trend whatever. Of the 32 respono.ents 
21 
who have had 20 years or less experience, 16 use pupil-
teacher planning, and 16 do not. The frequencies are identical 
also in the 6 to 10-year bracket and in the 0 to 5-year 
bracket. 
Th,e big surprise is the distribution for teachers w·i th 
21 years of experience or more. In this survey there were 
26 such teachers, of whom 1? reported the use of pupil-
teacher planning while only nine did not. In some instances 
these more experienced teachers have earned a substantial 
number of semester hours in education which seems to be a 
stronger factor in these tabulations than is teaching experience. 
Experience in teaching junior high-school social studies.~­
Many respondents who have had over 20 years of experience 
in teaching have not had all of that experience in t heir 
present social studies teaching assignments. Or the 26 
who l'l..ave taught for more than 20 years, only 12 have taught 
junior high-school social studies for that period of time. 
In table 5, the frequencies of the various numbers 
of years of experience are being compared. 
.e 
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Table 5. A Comparison of Social Studies Teachers' Planning 
Practices according to Years of Teaching Experience 
in Junior High School Social Studies 
Years of Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Teaching Teacher Planning Planning 
Junior High 
School So-
cial Studies Frequency Per Cent Frequency Per Cent 
Jl) (2) (3) ( 4) 15) ~ 
0-5 •. .........• ? 28 8 24 
6 ..... 10 •• ......... 4 16 8 24 
lle-15 ...... ...• 7 28 7 21 
16-20 •••••••.•• 0 0 4 11 
21~25 •• ........ 0 0 4 11 
26 or over ••••• 7 28 1 3 
No response •••• 0 0 2 6 
Total •••••••• 25 100 34 100 
--
In table 5 there is no important correlation throughout, 
but it will be noticed that of the eight-. w·hose exper•ience 
has been in the social stud.ies field at the junior high 
school level for 26 or more years, seven do not use pupil ... 
teacher plannil:lg. A comparison of this table with table 4 
seems to indicate one important point-... -that vJhile 11 teachers 
~Jho have taught for 26 years or moroe use pupil-teacher planning, 
only one of the 11 have been teaching social studies for that 
entire period of time. Other teachers with extended periods 
of teaching experience l"lho favor pupil-teacher planning have 
spent only a part of their years of experience in the social 
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studies area at the junior high school level. It will also 
be observed that of the 17 teachers who use pupil--teacher 
planning and whose total experience exceeds 20 years, but 
five have spent 21 or more years teaching junior high-school 
social studies. Possibly the older teachers 1:-vho 1...rere trans-
ferred into social studies teaching and who took refresher 
education courses became more democratic in their practices .. 
Type of social studies program.--.. In order to determine 
\vhether or not the type of social stuclies program is a factor 
in determining a teacherts classroom planning practices, 
each respondent was asked to inclicate which of these three 
is true of his or her social studies program: 
1. S0 cial studies taught as one general subject, such 
as seventh grade social studies or ei ghth grade 
social studies 
2. Social studies separated into spe~ific subjects 
such as history, geogr~hy, civics, and current 
events 
3. A fusion of social studies 1.vith other areas of the 
curriculum so as to constitute a core program. 
It l.>Jas anticipated that of these three types of programs, 
the greatest amount of pupil-teacher planning would be found 
in a core program, with a lesser amount in programs in which 
social studies, only, are taught, and the least in t hose 
teaching programs in t.Yhich the social studies are s eparated 
into specific subjects. 
Table 6. A Comparison of Social Studies Teachers• Planning 
Practices according to Types of Social Studies 
Programs in lvh ich They Work 
Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Teacher Planning Planning 
Type of 
Program 
Frequency Per Cent Frequency Per Cent 
(1) (2) (3) {.4) -(5) 
1. Social stud-
ies as one 
general sub-ject •••••••• 9 36 10 29 
2. Social stud.,.;, 
ies separ-
ated into 
specific sub 
jects ••••••• 13 52 15 45 
3. A cone pro" 
gram • •...... 3 12 9 26 
Tote~ ••••• 25 100 . 34 100 
There is no strong trend noted in the frequenci e s for 
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t h e first two types, although the figures run a little higher 
for the teachers who do not use pupil--teacher planning. Forty-
seven teachers reported they either teach · social studies as 
one general subject or have them separated into specific 
subjects. 
25 
Of this 47, there are 25 v.rho use pupil-teacher planning and 
22 who do not. ~rthermore, 88 per cent of those who do not 
use pupil-teacher planning have either one program or the 
other, whereas 74 per cent of the teachers who do use pupil.;.. 
teacher planning have either one or the other of these programs. 
The core program does appear to be a possible factor, 
but the figures involved are small since only 12 respondents 
reported such a program. But of those 12, nine use pupil-teach-
er planning and three do not. Furthermore, 26 per cent of 
those teachers who do use pupil-teacher planning have a core 
program, whereas only 12 per cent of those who do not use 
pupil-teacher planning have the core. 
,Teaching programs including other subjects.-~ The question ... 
naire specified that a subject fused with social studies 
in a core program would not be considered as another subject. 
N~vertheless, to determine whether or not teachers might be 
using some form of integration and be making use of pupil-
teacher planning in the process if they are teaching a sub-o 
ject other than the social studies, a question regarding 
this appeared as item 7 in the questionnaire. 
T~e returns indicate little, however, since 33 of t 'he 
59 respondents teach no subjects other than social studies 
unless it is done in a core program. 0~ the remaining 26, 
the frequencies are scattered. Seven didn't answer the item; 
one teacher teaches some physical education; one teaches 
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grade six for one half of each day; three teach some classes 
in mathematics; one has science; one teaches a foreign 
languaBe, and 12 teach ~nglish, not fused to social studies. 
English is the only subject with any appreciable fre-
quency in this checklist, and of the 12 who have it in their 
program, seven use pupil-teacher planning, and five do not. 
The questionnaire failed to ask if these teachers teach 
other subjects to any of the same pupils to whom social studies 
are taught. This is another reason for which nothing valid 
may be concluded from the above figures. 
Basis for class group~.-- A question was asked about the 
method used in each respondentfs school for grouping the classes. 
This was done to determine \vhether there is more or less 
pupil-teacher planning in heterogeneously-grouped classes 
than in classes formed on another basis. 
Table 7. A Comparison of Social Studies Teachersf Planning 
Practices according to Types of Class Grouping 
Used in Their Respective Buildings 
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____, 
Do Not Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Teacher Planning Planning 
Basis for 
Grouping 
Frequency Per Cent Frequency Per Cen 
(1) (2) (3) (4) {5} 
-··· 
1. I. Q. • • •••.•..• • • 2 6 2 6 
2. Reading scores •• 4 16 3 8 
3. Average achieve-
ment in all 
subjects •••••• 1 4 6 18 
4. Heterogeneity ••• 17 68 17 50 
5. Other •••.•..••••• 1 4 6 . 18 
Total .. ....... 25 100 34 100 
The one other basis for grouping reported by a person 
opposed to pupil-teacher planning is a consideration of 
both the reading and mathematics achievement scores. 
Among those who incorporate the use of pupil teacher 
planning 1 each of the follovling bases for grouping were 
reported once& (1) heterogeneity except in reading and 
mathemati cs classes; (2) I.Q. and reading achievement; 
(3) heterogeneity except for a skills development class and 
a modified skills development class for grades 8 and 9; 
and (4) heterogeneity except for some low-level reading 
t 
28 
classes. Two who favored pupil-teacher planning reported 
groupings on the basis of I.Q. scores and the average achieve~ 
ment in all subjects. 
~is table indicates as mru1y teachers with heterogeneously~ 
grouped classes oppose pupil-teacher planning as use it. 
Heterogeneity, alone, then, does not seem to determine a 
teacher 'f s planning procedures. 
~nee in each case in which other bases or a combination 
of bases are used for grouping there is a degree, at least, 
of homogeneous grouping, homogeneity may be a factor. Of 
the 14 teachers who reported class grouping in their respect• 
ive schools according to achievement scores in all subjects 
or some other modified type of homogeneity, 12 practice 
pupil-teacher planning. But the most popular type of class 
grouping is undoubtedly heterogeneous. 
Ayerage size of classes.-~ The size of the classes a 
teacher has according to this survey makes little or no 
difference in her use of pupil-teacher planning.. Mp s t 
teachers report average class sizes of from 31 to 35 pupils, 
with the second most common average size being in the 26 to 
30 bracket. In both of these groups, more teachers use 
pupil-teacher planning than do not. 
There were six teachers who have classes averaging 
in size from 36 to 40, and of these, four reported the use 
of pupil-teacher planning as against t"tvo who did not. This 
indicates that teachers mlo really favor allowing the pupils 
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to share in planning are not deterred by class size. 
Length of class ner~ods.-- Since pupil-teacher planning 
requires more time than ft;eacher-penrtmred planning , respondents 
'\vere asked the length of their class periods to see if this 
might be a factor affecting a teacher's attitude about 
the group planning process. 
Table 8. A Comparison o Social Studies Teachers' Planning 
Practices accolding to the Length of Class Periods 
in Their Respe<tive Schools 
-
Do No 11 Use Pupil- Use Pupil-Teacher 
Minutes per Teach ~r Planning Planning 
Class 
Period 
Frequ mcy Per Cent Frequency Per Cent 
(1) (2 '[3)' [4) (5) -
Under 35 ••••••• 0 0 I 0 0 
35--40 ••••••••.• 1 4 2 6 
41.,;.45 •• •••••••• ? 28 6 18 
46~50 •••••.••••• 2 8 11 32 
51 .... 55 •••••••.•. 11 44 10 29 
56 or over ••••• 3 12 4 12 
Other ••••••••• 1 4 1 3 
Total ••••••• 25 100 34 100 
One teacher who uses pupil-teacher planning reported 
that the length of the class periods depends upon which period 
it is in the day 1 s profram. The period may range either from 
35 to 40 minutes or frcm 41 to 45 minutes . One teacher 
who does not use pupil-teacher planning reported that she 
has a core program three hours daily. 
-
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Fo r reasons that seem not easily explainable, 11 of the 
( 
13 teachers who teach classes that are from 46 to 50 minutes 
in length use pupil-teacher planning. Otherwise, table 8 
indicates frequencies for periods of longer or shorter 
length than that as about even. ~e length of periods, 
therefore, does not seem to be a serious factor in determining 
a teacher 1 8 decision as to vvhether or not to use pupil-teacher 
planning. 
Number of periods per class weekly.~ There was an item 
referring to this in the questionnaire, but the evidence 
is very strong that it is of negligible importance. 
Of the 59 respondents, 47 indicated that they meet each 
class five times weekly with the frequencies being a close 
25 to 22 in favor of those who use pupil-teacher planning. 
A~~ other frequencies were three or less, and consequently, 
no trends were apparent. 
01asses for a double period.-... A teacher with a class 
for t1vo periods in succession would have time for group 
planning some days and a wide range of activities on other 
days. Ap attempt to determine whether or not the availability 
of double periods 1dth classes encouraged a use of pupil-teacher 
planning was the purpose of the item which referred to this 
topic in the questionnaire. 
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~e tabulation shows tha t of the 19 r espondents wh o have 
double periods, 12 use pupil-teacher planning while seven do 
not. Furthermore, 35 per cent of the teachers who reported 
using pupil-teacher planning have double periods with at 
least some of their cla sses, whereas 28 per cent of those 
who do not use pupil-teacher planning ha ve double periods. 
Dt9. t ri bution of teachers' vie1vpoints accord ing to sex.--
Of the 59 respondents, four failed to indicate their sex. 
Of the remaining 55, there were 2? men and 28 women. Of the 
2? men, 13 use pupil-teacher planning while 14 do not. Of 
the 28 women, 1? use pupil-teacher planning while 11 do not. 
Comparison of views of men teachers according to their 
professional preparation and experience.- In table 2 in 
whi ch a comparison of views on pupil-teacher planning accord-
ing to degrees earned is made, it has been found that th ere 
.1,s a tendency for a majority of the teachers with vmrk 
beyond a master 1 ~ degree to use pupil-teacher planning . In 
table 3 in which a comparison of vie1.;s according to semester 
hours in education is made, a decided majority of those 
teachers who have received credit for 31 or more seme s ter 
hours in education use pupil-teacher planning. 
On the other hand, it will be noted from this survey 
that pupil~teacher planning is more widely-used by women . 
teachers than by men teachers. T~~ question, therefore, 
arises as to whether it is the sex of the teacher, or his or 
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her professional preparation that is the stronger determinant 
of that teacher's views on pupil-teacher planning. 
An analysis of the replies of the 27 male respondents 
reveals t hat of the 14 who oppose the use of pupil-teacher 
planning, five have a master's degree including three \'ITho 
have wo rked beyond a masterfs degree. On the other hand, of 
the 13 men who reported using pupil-teacher planning, 11 have 
a master ls degree, including nine lvho have 'tvorked beyond 
a master's degree. 
As far as the number of semester hours in education 
is concerned, of the 14 men who oppose pupil-teacher• planning, 
eight have had 30 or less hours in education 1·1hile only three 
have had 41 or more. In contrast, of the 13 men who use 
pupil-teacher planning, only one has 30 or less semester 
hours in educati on while eight have 41 or more. 
There appears to be a definite tendency for the vie1-rs 
of men teachers regarding pupil-teacher planning to be affected 
by the amount of professional preparation they have had. 
The survey, on the other hand, revealed no correlation b e tween 
the length of experience or the grade level taught and the 
views of men teachers on this subject. 
Comparison of views of women teachers according to their 
professional preparation and experience.-- Professional 
preparation seems to be of virtually no importance in the 
determination of the views of Nomen teachers on the subject 
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of· pupil~teacher planning. Of the 17 women who reported that 
they use pupil-teacher plannihg, ~even have either obtained 
a master 1 s degree, or have worked beyond that point. Of the 
11 women who do not use pupil-teacher planning, five have 
either received their master's degree, or have done still 
further study. 
Furthermore, of the 17 women teachers who use pupil-
teacher planning, only one has acquired 41 or more semester 
hours in education, while of the 11 women who do not use pupil-
teacher planning , four have received credit for 41 or more 
·semester hours in education. 
T~P. per cent of those women who have had 30 or less 
semester hours is about the same for those who use pup il~ 
teacher planning as for those who do not. Seven of the 17 
who reported using pupil-teacher planning have had 30 or less 
semester hours in education, while four of the 11 who do not 
use pupil~teacher planning have had 30 hours or less. 
Years of experience, however, may be a stronger factor 
with women than with men. Of the 28 women teachers ~vho re-
sponded to this survey, six have taught social studies for 
26 or more years, and none of these six uses pupil-teacher 
. planning. 
Seven women respondents reported they have had 10 years 
of experience or less in the social studies area, and all 
seven reported a use of pupil-teacher planning. 
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Professional preparation and the grade level being 
taught seem to have little if any effect upon the pupil-
teacher planning views of women social studies teachers in a 
junior high school. There appears to be an indication, 
however, of some negative correlation between the length 
of a 'tvornan teacher :' i:1 social studies teaching experience and 
her ~villingness to use pupil-teacher planning. 
Reasons fo,r which pupil-teacher planning opposed.-- The 
25 respondents 'tvho do not use pupil-teacher planning \vere 
asked to indicate their reasons on a checltlist. 
The reasons and the frequency 't'li th 1-vhi ch each '\vas given 
follmv: 
1. "The administration frowns upon such practices.n (0) 
2. 11You formerly tried it but you felt behavior prob-
lems resulted." (5) 
3. "You have never tried it for fear of disorder.n (2) 
4. 11You feel it is a decision for which the children 
have neither enough maturity nor know·ledge. 11 (15) 
5. "You have insufficient facilities. 11 (7) 
6. "Other teachers in your building do not use it." (o) 
Reasons other than those in the questionnaire checklist 
which were inserted by respondents foll0\'1; 
1. 11 The necessity for folloV~ring the state syllabus 
requirements." (1) 
2. IIIt was formerly tried, but time didntt warrant it. 
The pupils learn more when the teacher plans the 
work carefully." (1) 
3. "Our course of study is too full, and the pupils 
take us too far afield. 11 (1) 
4. "Not enough facilities nor time" (1) 
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The tabulations sho\tl tha t 60 per cent of those who do 
not use pupil~teacher planning are convinced that the pupils 
are not mature enough and do not have the knmvledge to share 
in planning. Lack of facilities is the next most common 
reason given. One teacher mentioned the reason for having 
to follow the state syllabus, yet another respondent from 
that same state uses pupil participation in planning. 
In connection with a discussion of the reasons for i"lhich 
pupil-teacher planning is opposed, reference ought to be 
made to some questions near the end of the questionnaire 
which only those 34 respondents who do use pupil-teacher 
planning were to have answered. 
In item 18, the question was asked, 11Do you believe 
pupils show better participation in classroom planning 
if th~y have had experience of this sort with previous 
teachers?" Of the 34 who use pupil-teacher planning , 25 
answered this question "y.es 11 only three answered 11 no" 
• ' ' , 
and two failed to give an answer. Four others insertecl an-
ewers as follows: 11 Not necessarily-sometimes 11 "depends 
' 
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upon the nature of the previous experience", "no t necessarily 
so with the t ype of work we do 11 , and 11i n general, but not 
always 11 • 
Since none of the 25 respondents '\vho do not use pupil-
teacher planning indicated in item 14 that their not doing 
so is because other teachers in their building do not use 
it, the inference might be drawn that in many of these respond~ 
ents' building s some teachers do use it. F~rthermore, the 
opinion is very strong among teachers who do use the procedure 
that it is much easier to carry out if the pupils have had 
prior experience in that type of classroom procedure. Is it 
not therefore probable that many teachers who do not now u se 
the procedure might find, upon trying it, that their pupils 
would already have had some experience in it? In fact, these 
teachers might receive a pleasant surprise upon experimenting 
with pupil-teacher planning. 
B. Varying Degrees of 
Pupil-Teacher Planning 
There are differmng degrees to which pupils may be 
permitted to share in classroom planning. The difference 
may range all the way from permitting pupils to select their 
own individual projects ~ithin a prescribed unit of work, 
to the teacher's allowing the entire year1s work to be 
determined by needs which arise from the pupils, with the 
satisfaction of such needs resulting from cooperative planning 
by the teacher and the pupils. 
Frequency of use of various examples of pupil-teacher 
~lanning.-- Item 15 in the questionnaire provided a check-
list of ten different examples of pupil-teacher planning . 
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A respondent was to check any of the examples of pupil-teacher 
planning that he permits. 
Item 15 was worded as follows, with the tabulated fre-
quencies of responses appearing after each checklist phrase: 
11 If you do use pupil participation in class planning, 
you permit opportunity for the selection oft 
1. T:hB sequence of units to be studied for the year (5) 
2. Textbooks to be used (4) 
3. Each unit as a need arises during the year (6) 
4. Tn,e sequence of topics 't<Ti thin a course of study 
which requires those specific topics (s) 
5. Activities within a unit of work (32) 
6. Audio~visual aids to be used (12) 
7. Field trips (11) 
B. IndividUal projects (31) 
9. The objectives sought in each phase of the program (7) 
10. The procedure of evaluating the results of each unit 
or project. 11 (~1) 
Other ways in which pupils share in the planning were 
inserted by respondents as follows: 
1. Selection of some units as needs arise (1) 
2. Selection of units occasionally in current events 
only (1) 
3. Selection of activities within a unit of work to a 
limited degree; usually in the second half of the 
year (1) 
4. A block of two units of work for grade eight only 
(The respondent teaches grades seven and eight) (1 ) 
5. Sel ection of projects for the upper half of the 
class only (1) 
6. S-eleQtion some t imes of the Pl"o ceclure of evaluat ing 
the results of each unit (1) 
Even though 34 of the 59 respondents reported they are 
making use of pupil-teacher planning , only a relatively 
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small per cent of teachers, it would seem from this survey, 
permit the pupils to share in a broad scope of planning such 
as helping to decide the sequence of units, helping to select 
the topics within units, h elping to set up the goals to be 
attained, or helping to decide how each unitrs accomplishments 
might be evaluated. 
Comparison of frequency of extended degrees of pupil-
teacher planning used according to sex.-~ Of the ten checklist 
i terns which represented different ways in \vhich pupi]s :m:Lght 
share in the planning of classroom activities, the three 
i terns IA/hich represented more extensive degrees of pupil-
teacher planning were the permitting of pupil selection of 
the sequence of units to be studied for the year, each unit 
as a need arises during the year, and the sequence of topics 
within a course of study wluch requires those specific topics. 
39 
Of all the 34 respondents who reported a use of pupil-
teacher planning, only 12, including seven women and five 
men use any of these more extended examples of pupil-teacher 
planning. 
Of the five men teachers, none checked more than one 
of these three items. One man permits a pupil choice in 
the selection of the yearis units, and the other four men 
permit a pupil choice of the sequence of topics within a 
course of required topics. No men teachers permit units to be 
selected as needs arise. 
Of the seven women who permit more extensive degrees 
of pupil participation in classroom planning, three checked 
two of the items, and one woman checked all three. Of these 
seven women, four permit pupil selection of units as needs 
arise, and two permit the selection of the sequence of topics 
within a course of required topics. 
All this indicates that not only do a larger per cent 
of women than men in the social studies field at the junior 
high-school level permit pupil-teacher planning, but more 
women permit a greater degree ·ot pupil participation than do 
men. 
Increased democratization as year progresses.-- Not only 
do teachers who purport to use pupil-teacher planning tech-
niques differ in their degree of pra~tice of it, but teachers, 
themselves, may vary their own practices as the year progresses. 
Experienced teachers are frequently heard advising younger 
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teachers to be comparatively strict earlier in the year, end 
then to become more democratic when proper respect from 
the pupils has been clearly established. 
In this survey, of the 34 teachers who use pupil-teacher 
planning, only five reported they use democratic practices 
at the very beginning of the school year, while 24 indicated 
they democratize their teaching practices increasingly 
as the year progresses. Two failed to answer the question, 
and tvvo others indicated they start the year l.'!i th democratic 
practices, but permit a greater degree of democracy as the 
year progresses. Another specified she uses democratic 
practices in teaching after the six th week of school. 
~. Observations of Those Who 
Changed from Teacher P1anriing 
to PupileTeacher Planning 
There were 15 teachers who reported they now use pupil-
teacher planning but have not a11,ray s used it. TJ:?.ey were 
asked to check whatever they felt has resulted from their 
having changed to pupil-teacher planning methods. 
The frequencies follow: 
1. 11 The pupils became more interested . in the activities' (10) 
2 • 11 There was better cooperation among pupils. II {10) 
3. "There was an improvement in reading skills." (2) 
4. 11 There was a better pupil-teacher relationship." (13) 
5. 11 The pupils showed a greater understanding of demo .... 
cracy. II (7) 
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6. 11 The pupils showed greater subject matter achievement." 
(4) 
7. 11 The pupils ind.icated a desire to continue the prac-
tice." (9) 
One respondent left some of the above items unchecked, 
not to imply a negative answer, but because, in that per-
son's belief, there has been no actual evidence that those 
improvements resulted from pupil-teacher planning. 
The results clearly indicate that most tea~hers who 
changed from teacher planning to pupil-teacher planning felt 
there was an increased pupil interest, better cooperation 
among pupils, and a better teacher-pupil relationship. But few 
seem to believe there had been an improvement in such academic 
things as reading skills and subject matter achievement. 
This conclusion may well tie in with the Rehage experiment 
which was referred to in chapter 1. 
1.r. Suggested Methods of Evaluating 
Effect of Pupil-Teacher Planning 
The last question vlhich was asked of those ivho use 
pupil-teacher planning was, 11What do you believe are the 
most valid methods that may be used to evaluate the degree 
of improvement that is achieved by permitting pupils to 
share in planning'l 11 
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Of the 34 'vho indicated that they use pupil-tea cher 
planning, 17 offered suggestions. There was no checklist 
with this question. Consequently, there were many different 
suggestions. 
Six persons referred to the use of tests as one of the 
best methode. Some of these people mentioned standard tests. 
Teacher-made tests were also mentioned, and in some cases, 
it ,.;as not specified as to whether such tests should be 
standard or teacher"made. 
An observation of increased pupil interest l..ras also 
mentioned by six. Another respondent, how·ever, gave the 
opinion, "An abstract thing like interest is most difficult 
to isolate, and to measure the effects is even more difficult." 
Closely allied to an observation of interest is an 
observation of pupil participation in the classroom activities 
to which reference was made by three. Three others mentioned 
an observation of the pup1ls• school citizenship or behavior. 
Two persons stated that no valid methods exist for the 
determining of the degree of improvement that is achieved 
by the use of pupil-teacher planning. 
The following other methods of evaluating the effect of 
the use of pupil-teacher planning were each mentioned once: 
(1) observing grmiTth in pupil ability to work independently, 
(2) observing the amount of cooperation runong pupils, 
(3) observing the pupils 1 maturity in action and thought, 
(4) observing whether or not there is an amicable relationship 
bet1.veen teacher and students, (5) use of discussions and 
group reports, (6) observation ofthe use pupils make of 
available school and community sources of information, 
(7) observation of pupil citizenship several years later, 
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(8) self~evaluation by students, (9) listening to comments 
made by students and parents, and (10) observing the feelings 
of a substitute teacher after an experience of having taught 
in a different llstudent-teacher atmosphere 11 • 
This question in the survey 'ltvas asked simply to obtain 
teachersl opinions rather than to attempt to prove anything. 
It is true that imprpved interest, participation, or coopera .... 
tion which might result from the use of pupil-teacher planning 
is something that may be observable, but there is a question, 
as some indicated, as to whether or not these results may 
be validly measured. It is doubtful that subjective observa-
tions have much validity. 
Actually, the results from this question would tend to 
indicate that even among teachers who favor pupil-teaching 
planning, and 1.vho believe some benefit has resulted, there 
is a serious question as to hmv the degree of such benefit 
may be specifically determined. 
&-, RespondentsT Comments 
At the end of the questionnaire, space 11as provided for 
cownents for each respondent regardless of his views on 
pupil-teacher planning. 
Ten of the 59 who responded made comments. Of these 
10, three do not use pupil-teacher planning, l"lhile seven do 
use it. 
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Comments of some who do not use pupil-teacher planning .--
The following comments were made by three teachers who do 
not use pupil-teacher planning: 
11 I h ave a prescribed. amount or ·· rn~terial to cover. There 
is very little time for in-class planning. We do plan pro~ 
jects for open house." 
"Earlier in my career, I had more pupil planning and I 
realize its value. As an older teacher, I find many reasons 
for directing and guiding all but brief assignments in pupil 
participation." 
11 There are no behavior problems if a teacher has her 
work well-organized and develops the desire to learn and to 
do right in her pupils!" 
The last comment was made by a teacher who indicated 
she prints assignments for a block of time, usually t1rm 
of three weelcs. After explaining her type of assignment, a 
sample copy of 1'1Thich she included with her completed question-
naire, she stated, "Both the student and the teacher know 
\vhere they are going and they like it!" 
C0 mments of some who do use pupil-teacher planning .--
The following comments 1.;ere made by teachers who do use pupil-
teacher planning; 
11 Just as every student is an individual, so every class 
group is different and must be dealt v.ri th accordingly. 11 
"It promotes cooperation and develops a democratic 
feeling which is needed." 
"Our ninth grade is drmm from many different schools, 
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and many students come to us with no experience in this area. 
I find it necessary to proceed cautiously, or else the ad-
vantages could easily be nullified." 
11 I feel that if the pupils are allov.red to pai•ticipate, 
the teacher will need to have veto power and to do a lot of 
guiding. 11 
11 Qw 0 up planning teaches individual as well as group 
responsibilities. Leadership is far easier to recognize 
and to cope with if this type of planning is used." 
"I do not feel a teacher should say, 1 Now, vlha t are 
we going to study next?1 I think a teacher should do a 
great deal of planning and then give the students a choice 
of a few units. U8 ually I have in mind what we will do. 
One young teacher told me she would not give her students 
so much freedom another year. I think there needs to be 
a controlled selection. Students need to feel the 
teacher's guidance." 
"Not all our planning is done by the students. 
I do a great deal of it. A 14-year old boy once told me 
it was the teacher's task to help a student see the areas 
of information he might investigate and not to leave 
all planning to the students, as they ,.,ould miss many 
valuable experiences without adult guidance." 
I 
~ CHAPTER III 
SUMHARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOl~MENDATIONS 
I . I -
I 1. Summ~y and CQnclusions 
I 
The purpose of tfue survey, the results of which ha ve 
I 
been analyzed in chapter 2, has been to determine: 
I , 
of 
1. The proportiob of social studies teache rs in junior 
high schools t ho use pup i l -tea cher planning 
I 2. The extent to I il'/hich such planning is permitted 
I 
I 
I 3. The reasons f~r which some teachers do not use tha t 
I 
procedure. 1 
i 
The writer had d~finite reasons for wanting the purpose 
I 
I the survey fulfill~d. There was not a complete absence 
I 
from his own mind of ~orne doubt as to the merits of pup il-
1 
teacher planning as w~ll as to the extent of its use. The 
chief reason for such l doubts stemmed from 1.vhat seems to have 
been a misconception of the term 11pupil-teacher planning". 
I 
I 
Furthermore, these dol bts also resulted f r om what had been 
a s omewhat conservatiye, subject matter-centered, philosophy 
of eclucation. I 
I 
In preparing thif thesis, the \>lriter feels his thinlting 
was greatly clarified l as to the meaning and purposes of 
I llpupil-teacherll planning. This clarification came not 
I 
I -46w 
I 
I 
I 
' I 
only from the literatlre 
I 
i 
consulted, but also f~om 
i 
related. to the topic w·hich was 
the checklist responses ru1d in-
serted comments by the responding teachers. 
I 
The questionnair~ associated with this thesis was sent 
I 
I 
to 98 junior high-sch0ol social studies teachers. At least 
I 
one questionnaire went to a school in every state in the 
I 
I . 
nation. Of these 98 questionnaires, 59 were returned. Of 
I 
I 
the 59 respondents, 28 were iwmen, 27 were men, and four 
I 
I 
failed to indicate thJir sex. 
I 
I 
Thirty-four indicated they use pupil-teacher planning, 
I 
and 25 indicated theyl do not. Of the 28 women teachers, 
17 use pupil--teacher .. lanning, and 11 do not. Of the 27 
I 
men, 13 use pupil-teacher planning, and 14 do not. 
While a rnajority lof the respondents indicated a use of 
I 
some pupil participat i on in planning , only 12 of the 59 
I 
I 
permit any extended degree of it such as pupil selection 
I 
of the sequence of units for the entire year, the selection 
! 
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of units as needs arise, or the selection of the sequence of 
I topics within a prescribed course of study. 
I A decided majori~y of the teachers who repo r ted a use 
I 
of pupil-teacher plan~ing democratize increasingly their 
practices as the year lprogresses. 
I 
There are some factors which, according to this survey, 
I . 
seem to influence a social studies teacher 1 s decision as to 
I 
whether or not to use !pupil-teacher planning, while other 
i 
I 
i 
factors appear to be 9f little importance. Furthermore, 
factors which may be ~mportant in helping shape the views 
I 
I 
of teachers of one sex in the use of pupil-teacher planning 
do not appear to be ilportant to teachers of the other sex. 
I 
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I . . -
Factors important to both men and women teachers.-- The 
factors l<hich appear , o have some influence on the pupil-
teacher planning views of both men and women social studies 
I teachers in the junior high school are these: 
I 1. Whether or no~ a teacher has a core program 
I 
2. The use of ho, ogeneous grouping in the school 
3. The existence lof double periods for a class. 
Nine of the 12 respondents who have a core program 
use pupil-teacher pladning. Seven of these make use to 
I 
some degree of pupil-teacher planning, and five are among 
the relatively few 1.vhd reported using extended forms of it. 
i . 
The majority of the schools from which responses crune 
I 
I 
use heterogeneous grouping. Only seven teachers reported 
I 
homog eneous grouping , n all subjects, of which six teachers 
use pupil-teacher planning. Furthermore, a majority of the 
I teachers who work in schools with a modified form of homogen~ 
I 
I 
eity, such as groupin~ by reading, mathematics, or I.Q. 
I 
scores only, also use l pupil~teacher planning. 
Heterogeneous grduping is apparently not a factor since 
17 respondents \.vi th tl{at type of class grouping use pupil-
! 
teacher planning, \vhiie an identical number '"i th the same 
I . type of grouping repo~ted they do not use the procedure. 
I 
I 
I 
I It therefore seems that an absence of homogeneous 
I 
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I grouping does not necessarily prevent a majority of teachers 
I 
I from using pupil-teacfuer planning. On the other hand., the 
presence of some form of homog eneous grouping does seem to 
encourage its use. 
i 
Having a class f0r a double period provides that longer 
ti me whic~ may be desired for pupil-teacher interval of 
discussions regarding class activity plans. Of the 59 teachers 
who responded to this survey, 19 have 
at l east one of their l class es, and of 
I 
! 
double periods with 
these 19, there are 
12 who use pupil-teacher planning and seven who do not. 
I 
This seems to mean th$.t a majority of teachers who have 
I 
double periods use th~m for the group planning practice. 
Factors important to one sex only.-- Professional prep-
aration seems to be i kportant in determining the pupil-teacher 
planning vievrs of men teachers. The per cent of men 'l.•iho have 
done advanced study or who have earned 31 or more semester 
. I 
hours in education whr use pupil-teacher planning is larger 
than is the per cent pf men who have done little or no 
I 
advanced study , or t'lh1b have earned 30 or less semester hours 
in education but 1vho hs e that type of planning. This relation-
ship of preparation t lo practice has not been foun d among 
women teachers. J 
There is among lomen, hm'lever, a pronounced relationship 
bet1v-een the length ofl social studies teaching experience 
I 
I 
I 
. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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and the use of group J lanning. The per c ent of those with 
I little experience who !use it is higher than is the per cent 
of those who have had llengthier experience who use it. No 
I 
such trend is hoticeable among the men teachers. 
. I 
This may well indicate that while men, generally , in 
I the social studies field at the junior high school level 
. I . 
may be more conservative in their views than are 1-vomen , the 
! 
Views of men may be mr re easi l y changed by additionru_ study. 
On the other hand, the women teachers at t his grade level 
I 
and in this subject area have a tendency to acquire a philo-
sophy of teaching in ~heir earlier yetll's and then to allow 
it to change little el en after further study. 
This cont ention r an be further strengt hened by the fact 
that of the 13 men w~o reported a use of pupil-t eacher planning , 
eight have changed !rpm teacher-directed planning, and of 
these eight one has ~master's degree and five have studied 
beyond a master 's deJ ree. Furthermore, all of these eight 
I 
men \vho changed have lhad over 30 semester hours in education, 
and six of the eight lhave had 4l or more semester hours, 
Of the 17 vvomen lwho use :::;upi l -t eache r• planning, only 
six reported they haf e changed from teache!'-directed planning, 
and of the six who changed, three have only a bachelorfs 
degree and one has n J degree. Four of the six women who 
I 
changed have 30 or l t ss semester hours in education, and 
none of the six has <Dver 40 hours. 
i 
I 
I 
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In the summary ofl literature related to the topic of 
tl1is thesis, the impo~tance of persona.li ty 111as cited in con-
nection with the 'tvilllngness or ability to use pupil-teacher 
planning. Some teach1rs are flexible enough to adjust 
their practices to their change of vie'tvs. 
This survey made lno attempt to determine the personality 
. I 
features of the respondents. There are, however, some 
I 
personality traits mote cownon to men, and others more cownon 
I 
to \vomen. The female I personality appears to be more naturally 
I 
I 
suited for the use of lpupil-teacher planning at the junior 
high school level. l\1l le personalities seem more sui ted to a 
businesslike, subject lmatter-centered, teacher-dominated 
approach. 
However, the mal e personality is apparently flexible to 
I . 
the extent that men t~achers well into middle age seem able 
to change from their l ther1,vise conservative practices to newer 
I 
I procedures 1.vhen they are exposed to advanced study in the field 
of education. On the
1
1 contrary 1 those female teacher person-
alities which are not , readily suited for the use of pupil-
i 
teacher planning are in many cases inflexible to the extent 
that additionaJ. study l in education courses JJna:a•: little effect 
upon pupil-teacher planning practices. 
I 
Final summary of l sex as a factor.-- The sex of a social 
studies teacher in th~ junior high school is unquestionablU 
an important factor i l determining that teacher's planning 
A larger PI ropo~_tion of practices. ,- \vomen teachers use pupil-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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teacher planning than \do men. But the views of women teachers 
are less likely to chJnge as a result of advanced study than 
are the views of men. I Rather, the views of women teachers 
with continued. experience tend. to harden and to become callous 
- I 
to newer ideas. I 
I 
But the fact remdins that a higher percentage of 't'lonen 
do use pupil-teacher J lanning, and those teachers which use 
I 
the more extensive ty~es of teacher-pupil planning tend to 
be l>Tomen. 
I 
! 
I Factors w-hich are unimportant in shaping classroom 
£lanning procedures.-J The following factors seem to have 
I 
little bearing upon a junior high-school social studies 
teacher's classroom p]anning procedures: 
1. Grade level b Jing taught 
I 2. Total years o~ teaching experience 
I 
3. Whether eoci~ studies are taught as one genera~ 
I 
subject or ar~ separated into specific subjects 
I 
I 4. Heterogeneous !grouping 
5. Length of the 1class periods, excluding double periods 
6. Size of the c~asses 
I 
7. Nmnber of per~ods a teacher meets a class weekly 
I 
8. The geographi, section of the nation in which a 
school is located. 
I 
I 
I 
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Miscellaneous obs!ervations.-- Various unrelated observa-
tions might well be skmarized at this time. 
First of all, of lthe 25 resp ondents who r eported they 
do not use pupil~teac~er planning, 15, or 60 per cent, 
. I 
gave as a reason the i~l belief that pupils have neith er 
enough maturity nor knowledge. This was the most common 
I 
reason given by t hose 1opposed to pupil-teacher planning . 
This reason may be us ~d against a broad extent of pupil-
1 
teacher planning, sucn as pupil selections of units as class 
! 
needs arise, if the p~ilosophy behind the opposing view 
I 
is one calling for su9ject matter-centered objectives. Yet 
even a teacher with a !conservative philosophy of educati on 
could not properly usJ
1 
this argument a gainst a limited form 
of pupil-teacher plan~ing such as pupil selection of indiv-
idual activities and l~rojects, the selection of field trips 
to be taken, or of the audio-visual aids to be used. 
Both the writers of books and magazine articles on ed-
ucation as well as the[ respond.ents to this survey who use 
pupil-teacher planninJ agree very strongly that the success 
I 
a teacher has with a c1lass i n the use of pupil-teacher 
planning is at least 4 artly dependent upon the previous 
experience the pupils lhave had with that typ e of teaching 
procedure. 
. I 
Regarding the possible interference f r om the administra-
tion of a school buil~ing, no teacher reported t his as a 
reason for not using ~upil-teacher planning. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Of the 34 teache r s who reported a use of pupil-teacher 
planning, 15 replied ~hat they have not always used it. 
Most of these 15 felt t hat each of the following resulted 
from the chang e: (l) l· increased pupil interest, (2) better 
cooperation among pup ,ls, and (3) a better pupil-teacher 
i 
I 
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relationship, with the last being the most commonly indicated. 
I Few of the 15 who changed from teacher-dominated to pupil-
teacher planning felt \ t here 1.vas improvement in reading skills 
I 
or soci al studies subJect matter achievement. 
I 
As for the best way of evaluating the results of t he 
I 
I 
use of pupil-teacher planning, one-half of the 34 who use 
the procedure offered suggestions. Observations of pupil 
interest and t he use 0f tests ''.!'ere each suggested six time s. 
I Other ob s er vati ons wer e also mentioned. Two, however, stated 
that no measure of ·i mlrovement resu lting from the use of 
pupil-teacher planning could possibly be valid. 
I 
I 
2. recommendations 
On the basis of the finding s of this survey, the f ollow-
ing are recommended: I 
I 
I 1. An increased ~rogram of in-service training 
2. Financial inc ~ntive in teachers• salary schedules 
for recurrent study even aft er maximum steps ro~e 
reached 
3. Further 
areas as 
teachers' committees to study such 
o'f study content and goals 
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4. Encouragement from building administrators to teachers 
to use pupil-teacher planning methods 
5. Increased scheduling in junior high schools of double 
periods for social studies classes 
6. Provision in more school systems for sabbatical 
leave a nd for visita tions to other schools 
7. Experimentation by more schools with the core program. 
Homogeneity is not recommended even though pupil-teacher 
planning may be more 1rddely used in homogeneously-grouped 
classes. 
Increased in-service traini...D:E_ ..... ..,. The purpo s e fol:' the 
recommendation of an increased program of in-service training 
is that education courses taken by a teacher 1vhile he is 
actually teach ing 1-vill prove more meaningful than dic1. the 
undergraduate courses he took b efore he ever actually took 
charge of a classroom. Early in-service training would seem 
very necessary for the younger 1.vornen teachers, for if the 
findings of this survey are correct, the vie1-vs of these 
1vomen may become fixed after a comparatively few years, 
after which further study might be comparatively useless 
from the stanclpoint of effecting changes in their classroom 
planning procedures. If a woman early in h er career favors 
pup il-teacher planning , she will probably retain tha t view. 
:Men social studies teachers at the junior high-school 
level to not, perhaps, become as definitely fixed in their 
views as do women teachers. But they a re inclined to be some-
what conservative in practice. According to this survey, 
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they are more often influenced by ideas obtained from advanced 
uourses in education. Consequently, continued in-service 
study for men teachers is also desirable. 
Financie~ incentives for recurrent study.- Closely 
allied tvi th the recommendation for more in-service training, 
is the suggestion of continued anc1 possibly expanded financial 
incentive for recurrent study. This is especially necessary 
for those teachers tvho have reached the maximum salary step 
in their school systems. In too many cases, teachers on the 
maximum step of the salary schedule feel neither compulsion 
nor incentive for further study, but rather they acquire 
a feeling of immunity from any further responsibility for 
professional growth. They receive the most the salar·y sched...,. 
ule offers. Ivlean1t,rhil_e, they are protected by a long period 
of tenure service, and nothing is required that 1toTill make 
them re-examine their teach ing practices. 
Use of teachers' committees.-- The use which some prin-
cipals and superintendents make of faculty study committees 
to bring about changes in course of study content and goals 
may be most beneficial. Such committee meetings in vrThich 
vie1.;s are exchanged between fello\rl workers of the same 
professional level can do much to stimulate ne\-J thinking. • 
Encouragement from building principals.--- The building 
principal is in a key position to lend encouragement in the 
incorporating by teachers of more modern practices. Without 
appearing to be trying to force his philosophy upon any of 
his more conservative faculty members, he should at all 
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times be in a position to make related professional literature 
readily available. He ought also to encourage such a pro-
cedure as pupil-teacher planning throughout his build.ing, 
since, as has been found in t h is survey, each teacher li•rho 
uses the technique find.s his \vorl\. much easier if the pupils 
have h ad previous experience "tvi th the procedure. 
More double periods.-- The administrator can also 
help bring about more pupil-teacher planning in the social 
studies department, and probably in other subject areas as 
well, if more double periods are scheduled. With tha t longer 
interval of time which the double period provides, there is 
more opportunity for cooperative planning as well as for 
activities. 
Sabbatical leave and visitations.-- The school system 
should liberalize the time allowed for teacher visitations 
to other systems. Much may be gained by such visits • . Further-
more, more systems should grant sabbatical leave to teachers. 
This would give a teacher more time for travel a nd pr•ofessional 
study as well as a new perspective of his work. 
Increased experimentation with the core program.-- Increased 
experimentation 1.vi th the c.ore program is suggested for the 
junior high school, particularly if it include~ a subject 
area with which the social studies could be fused. In this 
survey, three-fourths of the teachers who have a core progr run 
use pupil-teacher planning. There are many educators who 
are opposed to the core, but 1 t is not the purpose of this 
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thesis to dwell upon either its advantages or disadvantages. 
Homogeneity not recommended.-- While many teachers who 
have classes which are homogeneously grouped use pupil-teacher 
planning, this writer is, nevertheless, opposed to homogeneity 
of more than a limited degree. It is more desirable, it 
'tvould seem, to have pupils of differing intellectual and 
social levels 1.vorlcing togetrwr. This is especia~ly :t;rue 
if the goals of a good social studies program are to be 
fulfilled. The teacher should provide for the different 
capacities of the pupils. 
3. Importance to Teacher of 
a Clear Philosophy 
It might be stated in c:onclusi on that some social 
studies teachers are opposed to pupil-teacher planning be-
cause they have only a clouded concept of it. Others v-rho 
may lmovJ the mechanics of pupil-teacher planning may oppose 
its use because they have a narrow subject matter-centered 
philosophy of education. 
Teachers must not limit their thinking to a mere verbal 
presentation of subject matter content which they hope 1vill 
equip their pupils with the proper ideals for democratic 
living. Rather, they must clarify their m'in philosophy of 
teaching as well as of life itself and arrive at a philosophy 
upon 1vhich really democratic as well as dynamic teaching 
procedures may be properly based. 
APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
~HE COVERING LETTER 
Junior High School, 
Whitman, Mass., 
January 5, 1957. 
Attention: Social Studies Department 
Dear Sirs: 
There appears to be differences of opinion among 
socie~ studies teachers relating to the use of pupil 
participation in classroom planning at the junior high 
school level. 
I would greatly appreciate the filling out of this 
enclosed questionnaire by ruty member of the social studies 
department of your school. PlE;;ase have that teacher 
insert it in the enclosed envelope and sena it to me. 
Your school is one of a number 1-1hich are located in 
various parts of the country which I am contacting . 
The teacher's na~e need not be signed to the 
questionnaire, but the · name of the city or to1m in '\.'lll.ich 
your school is located is requested. Not more than one 
teacher from your school should contribute. 
Thanlc you for your cooperation. 
Elincerely, 
William W. Peabody 
WWP 
Enclosure 2 
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APPENDIX B 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECTION ONE 
Name of School 
----------------
Grade levels you 
teach: Location ______________________ __ ( )7 ( )8 ( )9 
1. Sex: ( )Male ( )Female 
2. Degrees earned: ( )None ( )Bachelorfs ( )l'ofa sterl e 
( )Work beyond master's · 
3. Approximate number of semester hours in education 
courses (graduate or undergraduate): 
( ) Under 10 ( ) 11.:..20 ( ) 21.;..30 ( ) 31~40 ( ) 41 or over 
4. Ye~rs of teachi~ experience (regardless of grade 
or~ subject area): 
( )0...,5 ( ) 6-10 ( )11..-15 ( )16-20 ( )21.,..25 ( )26 or 
5. Years of teaching experience in the social studies 
axea at the junior high school level: 
more 
( ) 0..,.5 ( ) 6-10 ( ) 11 ... 15 ( ) 16-20 ( ) 21-25 ( ) 26 or 
more 
6. The social studies program in your school includes: 
)Social studies as one general subject: e. g., seventh 
grade social studies or eighth grade social studies 
( ) Social stu_dies separated into specific subjects 
such as his tory, geography, ci vies, and_ current 
events 
( )A fusion of social studies with other areas of the 
curriculum so as to constitute a core program 
7. You also teach: 
( )11athematics ( )Art ( )English, not fused 
with social studies 
)A foreign language 
matter area than 
( )S0 ience ( )Music ( ( )No other subject 
social studies 
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8. The grouping of the junior high school grades in your 
school is; 
)By I.Q. scores ( )By reading achievement 
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( )By average achievement in all subjects · ( )Heterogeneous 
9. Average number of pupils in each of your classes: 
( ) Under 20 · ( ) 20-25 ( ) 26-30 ( ) 31-35 ( ) 36-40 
( )Over 40 
10. Number of minutes per class period; 
( ) Under 35 ( ) 35-40 ( ) 41-45 ( ) 46 .... 50 ( ) 51 .... 55 
( )56 or over 
11. Number of periods you meet each class weekly; 
( )3 ( )4 ( )5 ( )6 ( )7 ( )8 or more 
12. Do you have any of your classes for double periods? 
( )Yes ( )No 
13. Do you permit any pupil participation in the ple.nning 
of the activities that occur in your social studies 
classes: 
( )Yes ( )No 
14. If you DO NOT permit pupil participation in class 
planning, your reasons for not doing so are: 
( )The administration fro1vns upon such practices 
( )You formerly tried it but you felt behavior problems 
resulted 
( )You have never tried it for fear of disorder 
( )You feel it is a decision for which the children 
have neither enough maturity nor knmvledge 
( )You have insufficient facilities 
( )Other teachers in your building do not permit it 
SECTION TWO 
If you DO practice the permitting of pupil participa-
tion in planning, please complete Section Two. If you DO 
NOT practice it, please do only Section One. 
Space is provided at the end of Section Two for your 
comments rega..rdless of your vie\vs. 
15. If you do permit pupil participation in class planning, 
you permit opportunity for pupil selection of: 
( )The sequence of units to be studied for the year 
( )Textbooks to be used 
( )Each unit as a need arises during the year 
( )The sequence of topics within a course of study 
which requires those specific topics 
( ) Ac ti vi ties w1 thin a unit of work 
( )Audio-visual aids to be used 
( )Field trips 
( ) Individual projects 
( )The objectives sought in each phase of the program 
( )The procedure of evaluating the results of each 
unit or project 
16. In your experience of teaching social studies, have 
you ahmys permitted pupil participation in planning'l 
( )Yes ( )No 
17. If you formerly~~ permit it, but later cha nged, 
you found: 
( )The pupils became more interested in the activities 
( )There was better cooperation among pupils 
( )There was an improvement in reading skills 
( )There was a better teacher-pupil relationship 
( )The pupils showed a gr•eater understanding of 
democracy 
( ) Th e pupils sho"tved greater subject matter achievement 
63 
( )The pupils indicated a desire to continue the practice 
18. Do you believe pupils show better participation in 
classroom planning if they have had. experience of 
~his sort with previous teachers'l 
( )Yes ( )No 
19. Each year you: 
( )Use democratic practices at the very beginning of 
the year 
( )Democratize your teaching practices increasingly as 
the year progresses 
20. What do you believe are the most valid methods that 
may be used .to evaluate the degree of improvement that 
is ab.hieved by permitting pupils to share in planning? 
COMMENTS 
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